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Abstract 
 
Due to the continued high rates of deforestation and forest degradation as well as 
increased pressures on habitats and forest-dependent people from climate change and 
population growth, there is a dire need for the implementation of effective conservation 
mechanisms. Numerous forest certification schemes have been created in response to 
deforestation, stemming particularly over concern for the deforestation and degradation 
of tropical forests. The Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) is one such standard of 
voluntary sustainable forest management program that has gained global recognition.  
This study uses a multivariate regression approach to examine the underlying drivers of 
FSC forest certification: why has it accelerated in some countries and not others. I find 
that governance performance, community pressure, market demand, income, and habitat 
type were correlated with presence of FSC programs. The results of this study can be 
used to inform efforts to increase the reach of FSC forest certification, in turn spreading 
the responsible management of forests and the concomitant socio-economic benefits.
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Introduction 
 
Background   
 
Forests are a vital global resource, benefitting not only local communities that depend 
upon them for their daily livelihoods but also benefitting society at large. Globally, 1.6 
billion people rely upon local forests as a means to provide food, clothing, and shelter 
(UNEP, 2009). On a broader scale, all societies around the world depend on forests due 
to forest’s fundamental and vital role in the provision of ecosystem services. Some of 
these services include the filtration of water, regulation of floods and drought, cleansing 
of the air, provision of nutrients to the soil, prevention of erosion, ability to act as a 
carbon sink, and contribution to biological diversity (Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, 
2005).  
 
Despite these valuable benefits, forests continue to be destroyed and degraded at an 
alarming rate around the world (see Figure 1). Close to 30 percent of the world’s forest 
cover has been completely deforested, while another 20 percent has suffered degradation 
(World Resources Institute, 2014). Along with this degradation of the environment comes 
soil erosion, climatic fluxes (such as increased temperature and severity of floods and 
droughts), reduced biodiversity, diminished water quality, and increased atmospheric 
carbon concentrations (Pattanayak and Kramer, 2001; Cramer, 2004; Pattanayak and 
Wendland, 2007; Ferraro et al., 2012; Castillo and Gurney, 2013).  	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Figure	  1.	  Changes	  in	  forest	  cover	  on	  a	  global	  scale.	  Figure	  extracted	  from	  UNEP	  (2009).	  	  	  
Various policy instruments exist to promote conservation particularly in tropical 
developing countries, as the number of threatened habitats and species are greatest
in these areas (Myers et al., 2000; Hoffman et al., 2010). Among the most popular are 
protected areas, payments for ecosystem services, and decentralized or community-based 
management (Pattanayak and Wendland, 2007; Miteva et al., 2012). Specifically, this 
study focuses on sustainable forest management certification. This is another 
conservation tool that is often overlooked, particularly in regard to rigorous, empirical 
studies on the effectiveness of this instrument (Miteva et al., 2012).   
 
With a growing global population, the demand for forest products is unlikely to slow. 
Rather, it is expected to triple by 2050 (WWF, 2012). Because society continues to 
depend on forest products, rather than attempting to halt deforestation, policy makers 
could focus on promoting responsible management of forests. Forest management 
certification organizations encourage voluntary environmentally sustainable and socially 
responsible forest management practices that allow for the continued provision of forest 
products (Romero et al., 2013; Miteva et al., 2014).  
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Since the 1990s, various forest management standards have been developed, including 
the Canadian Standards Association, the Sustainable Forestry Initiative, Pan-European 
Forest Certification, the Programme for the Endorsement of Forestry Certification 
(PEFC), Brazil’s Certificacao Florestal, the Malaysia Timber Certification Council, 
Chilean Forest Certification System, and Lembaga Ekolabel Indonesia (UNEP, 2009). In 
line with the creation of these certification programs, there has been a growing demand 
for forest products that abide by environmental and social best practices. For example, 
the Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) has one such standard of forest management that 
has gained global recognition and successfully infiltrated the timber market through 
participation across the supply chain, from forest manager to the consumer. 
Unfortunately, the two most prevalent forest certification schemes - PEFC and FSC - 
cover just over ten percent of the world’s forests (see Figure 2). While PEFC is the leader 
in terms of amount of certified forest area, FSC follows close behind and has been found 
to be the most rigorous and comprehensive due to its focus on political, environmental, 
social, and economic sustainability (Romero et al., 2013). 
 
	  	  
Figure	  2.	  	  A	  look	  at	  the	  two	  most	  extensive	  forest	  certification	  schemes	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  	  world’s	  total	  forest	  area.	  Of	  the	  world’s	  forests,	  4.5%	  is	  under	  FSC	  certification	  and	  6.4%	  is	  under	  PEFC	  certification.	  Note,	  the	  y-­‐axis	  of	  this	  graph	  is	  on	  a	  log	  scale.	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Forest certification is now widely supported as an effective means of both forest and 
species conservation (Zagt et al., 2010). As managed forest concessions, these certified 
areas fall somewhere between intact natural habitats and traditionally logged plots in 
terms of species richness and diversity (Putz et al., 2012). Previous literature supports 
these results about the effectiveness of FSC forest certification, finding positive outcomes 
in regards to species richness and diversity (Cannon et al., 1998; Edwards et al., 2009, 
2011), forest loss and degradation (Medijibe et al., 2013), and local community health 
and development (Romero et al., 2013). Unfortunately, none of these have employed 
rigorous causal impact evaluation methods (Pattanayak, 2009) to determine if FSC has 
indeed improved forest, environmental and socio-economic outcomes. Miteva et al. 
(2014) is a rare exception in finding causal evidence of reduced deforestation and other 
environmental and socio-economic benefits to local populations. 
 
The Forest Stewardship Council 
 
The idea of a forest certification from the FSC first emerged in 1990, when industry 
along with environmental and human rights organizations came together over unified 
concerns of increasing deforestation, degradation, and social exclusion particularly in the 
tropics with hopes to create a global forest certification system (FSC, 2014a).  Three 
years later, the first FSC certificate for forest management was issued in Mexico. Since 
that time, FSC has received continued support and participation (see Figure 3). As of 
January 2014, a total of 1,265 FSC-certified forest management certificates were active in 
over 80 countries, leading to 181,514,680 ha of responsibly managed forest (FSC, 2014b) 
(see Figure 4). 	  
5	  	  
	  
Figure	  3.	  FSC	  certified	  area	  in	  million	  hectares	  per	  year,	  from	  1997	  to	  2012.	  This	  graph	  demonstrates	  the	  increased	  participation	  in	  FSC	  certification	  over	  the	  years.	  	  	  
	  	   	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  Figure	  4.	  Global	  FSC	  certified	  forest	  area	  by	  country	  as	  of	  March	  2014.	  Figure	  extracted	  from	  FSC	  (2014).	  	  	  
As a performance-based standard with a mission “to promote environmentally sound, 
socially beneficial and economically prosperous management of the world’s forests,” 
FSC requires forest management certificate holders to follow a set of specified principles 
and criteria (FSC, 2014a). These standards ensure: the conservation of environmental 
values and ecosystem services; compliance to all applicable laws and regulations; the 
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enhancement of workers’ rights and conditions; water quality protection; the restriction 
of certain hazardous chemicals; the protection of forest ecology through reductions in 
clear-cutting; increased protection of high conservation value forests; the continued 
presence of natural forest cover through limits on deforestation; local and indigenous 
communities’ participation and protection of their rights; transparent and democratic 
governance through open membership; proper monitoring and evaluation; and the 
continued economic viability of the land (FSC, 2014a). 
 
Traditionally, maintaining an unexploited forest is not seen as a particularly profitable 
option for landowners. Instead, people are drawn to the economic benefit of 
deforestation, for development or agriculture, and forest degradation, for logging.  While 
deforestation rates have slowed over the past decade, close to 13 million hectares of 
forest are still lost each year (FAO, 2010). Only about 20 percent of the world’s original 
forests remain unexploited today (Basu and Nayak, 2011). Some of the most prominent 
driving forces of deforestation and forest degradation are conversion to agriculture and 
extraction, including both logging and fuel-wood collection (Pfaff et al., 2013). 
 
Often the future value of forests is overlooked in favor of short-term economic returns. 
FSC, however, provides forest managers with a method of extracting profitable resources 
while also maintaining a viable forest. Through responsible forestry such as this, a 
forest’s continued productivity and ecological diversity and processes remain intact while 
the sustainable harvest of timber takes place. This allows both landowners and the greater 
populations to enjoy the environmental and economic benefits the forest has to offer in 
the long-term (FSC, 2014a).  
 
Forest certification schemes were originally created in response to deforestation, 
stemming particularly from concern for the deforestation of tropical forests (Teitelbaum 
and Wyatt, 2013; Chen and Innes, 2013) (see Figure 5). While there has been an increase 
in participation over the last decade, overall rates of certification for sustainable forest 
management still remain relatively low. Of the world’s current forested area, less than 
5% is certified by FSC. Substantial room exists for the expansion of forest certification 
programs such as this. Specifically, forest certification in tropical regions is severely 
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lacking. As of 2014, only 20 million hectares of tropical and subtropical forest is FSC 
certified compared to almost 95 million hectares of certified boreal forest (FSC, 2014b). 	  
	  
Figure	  5.	  The	  net	  change	  in	  forest	  area	  by	  country	  from	  2005	  to	  2010.	  The	  area	  between	  the	  horizontal	  grey	  lines	  signifies	  those	  countries	  located	  in	  the	  tropics.	  Figure	  retrieved	  from	  FAO	  (2010).	  	  
Much of the literature draws attention to the fact that forest certification has been most 
successful in developed countries with forests at low-risk of deforestation, while the 
primary target of these certification schemes have remained relatively unaffected (Durst 
et al., 2006; Leslie, 2004) (see Figures 6, 7, and 8).  This has significant implications for 
forest conservation efforts. Tropical forests have considerably higher biodiversity than 
other biomes (Durst et al. 2006) and also act as the largest terrestrial store of carbon 
(Trumper et al., 2009). These two characteristics of tropical forests highlight the 
importance of further expanding forest certification in tropical regions. Thus, my project 
uses a multivariate regression approach to examine the underlying drivers of FSC and 
why its implementation has accelerated in some countries and not others. 	  
8	  	  
	  
Figure	  6.	  FSC	  certified	  forest	  area	  in	  million	  hectares	  by	  biome	  as	  of	  March	  2014.	  This	  graph	  	  demonstrates	  the	  discrepancy	  between	  boreal	  and	  temperate	  forest	  certification	  and	  tropical/sub-­‐	  tropical	  forest	  certification.	  	  	  
	  	  
Figure	  7.	  Comparison	  of	  FSC	  in	  the	  tropics	  to	  those	  countries	  not	  located	  in	  tropical	  regions.	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Figure	  8.	  FSC	  certified	  forest	  area	  by	  region.	  Europe	  and	  North	  America	  largely	  dominate.	  	  	  	  
Methods 
 
Modeling FSC forest certification 
 
This study aims to improve our understanding of the factors that may be hindering the 
adoption and expansion of forest certification schemes. Specifically, I examine how in-
country indicators might influence the presence of FSC certification in that country. Van 
Kooten et al. (2005) previously examined economic, institutional, and social capital 
national conditions to determine drivers of forest certification. They show that economic 
institutions and social context were important. Given that this study comes close to a 
decade later and FSC certified forest area has almost tripled since 2005, I hope to update 
and expand the findings in Van Kooten et al. (2005).  
 
I draw on recent papers that use a similar multivariate cross-country regression approach 
to link country level environmental policies to socio-political and environmental factors. 
Recent examples of how country level indicators can explain environmental policies 
include studies of stove programs (Lewis et al., 2014) and of REDD+ projects (Lin
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et al., 2012). The latter is directly relevant because the authors contend that the expansion 
of REDD+ projects across the tropical world could be explained by country level factors 
that proxy for expected benefits, expected costs, and risks. Following a similar logic, I 
hypothesize that the probability of FSC certified forests is linked to: governance 
performance; social pressure and environmental awareness; market influence; economic 
development; geographical location and habitat type; and forest regulation and 
ownership. This section discusses in greater detail some of the factors that might 
influence the presence of FSC certified forests within a country. All data included in the 
model refers to 2010 or best available. Please see Table 5 in the Appendix for sources of 
data.  
 
Governance Performance 
 
Forest certification by the FSC is a voluntary agreement, entered upon without state 
involvement. However, despite this dissociation, prior literature points to a more involved 
relationship between governments and the FSC, revealing both facilitation (Hysing, 
2009) and mutual benefits (Bell and Hindmoor, 2012). While this type of forest 
certification may not directly depend on state involvement, many of the factors that 
influence its success largely stem from governmental activity. For example, a stable 
economy and ability to easily trade on the international market is necessary for forest 
managers to have confidence that a market for their timber will continue to exist in the 
future. In countries marred by political unrest and corruption, landowners will likely be 
inclined to focus on the short-term economic benefits of the land, rather than the long-
term viability of the forest, as land tenure rights and the future of the economy as well as 
their own wellbeing may be unclear. Without a legal means of proving and enforcing 
ownership, forest users have little incentive to seek forest certification (Durst et al., 
2006). I hypothesize that the presence of FSC certified forests is positively correlated 
with governance performance, which is represented in the model by a variable which 
ranks countries based on the World Bank’s six Worldwide Governance Indicators: voice 
and accountability; political stability and absence of violence/terrorism; government 
effectiveness; regulatory quality; rule of law; and control of corruption.  
 
11	  	  
Social Pressure and Environmental Awareness 
 
As has been shown in previous research, social pressures act as a significant driver of 
why firms choose to engage in voluntary environmental agreements (Blackman, 2010) or 
seek forest certification (Van Kooten et al., 2005). Specifically, people are more likely to 
seek certification in a society where they feel strong community pressures to act in a 
socially- and environmentally- responsible manner.  
 
In a review of relevant literature, Blackman (2010) found numerous studies linking 
community pressure to environmental performance. Among various measures used to 
identify this link is the participation in voluntary environmental agreements, with 
Blackman and Bannister (1998) and Aden, Hong, and Rock (1999) finding a positive 
correlation. Similarly, I hypothesize that participation in the UN-REDD Program will 
positively predict participation in FSC. The UN-REDD Program is an initiative from the 
United Nations focused on Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and forest 
Degradation (REDD). Launched in 2008, the initiative has reached over 49 countries 
(UN-REDD Program, 2014). The existence of one such conservation-related scheme will 
likely predict the existence of another. Parties looking to expand FSC or REDD to new 
areas, may be drawn to countries that have shown prior ability to successfully implement 
some of these programs as well as prior interest in conservation and other environmental 
goals. Participation in the UN-REDD Program is included to represent a country’s 
openness to conservation efforts as well as an awareness of the importance of 
environmental protection to maintain ecosystem services and the resulting increased 
social pressure to manage resources sustainably. 
 
The proportion of threatened plant and mammal species on the IUCN Red List within a 
country to the total land area of that country is also included as a measure of external 
social pressures to manage forests in a responsible manner. Additionally, the percent of 
total land area that is designated as protected area is included for similar reasons. The 
increased presence of threatened species and protected areas may influence citizens’ 
perception of the importance of conservation, creating both increased social pressure to 
act responsibly as well as one’s own preference towards responsible management. 
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Significant evidence exists linking non-market benefits, such as a responsibility for 
environmental stewardship and social enrichment, to drivers of forest certification among 
firms (Humphries et al., 2001; Owari et al., 2006; Moore et al., 2012). Therefore, I 
predict a positive correlation between the two variables described above and the presence 
of FSC certified forest.  
 
The freedom of expression, association, and media can be extremely influential as well. 
The ability for a society to exert such pressures are likely to be stronger in a state where 
citizens feel comfortable expressing their opinions and have the proper media outlets 
through which to do so. Additionally, indictors of expression and media are particularly 
important in regard to the spread of information regarding sustainable forestry practices 
and the benefits that result. The presence of FSC facilitates environmental learning 
through the dissemination of knowledge (Pattberg, 2005). The ease with which 
information can be spread through communities and across societies as a whole can lead 
to greater awareness of environmental stewardship, in turn increasing the prevalence of 
responsibly managed land and certified forests. The governance performance variable 
described above incorporates these conditions of ‘voice’.  
 
Market Influence 
 
Prior research has found little evidence of a significant price premium in the market place 
for wood products from certified forests (Kiekens, 2000; Baldwin, 2001; Swallow and 
Sedio, 2002; Van Kooten et al., 2005; Durst et al., 2006; Chen et al., 2010). In the 
absence of a price premium, forest owners must be seeking certification for other reasons 
than purely economic, particularly when considering the costs of certification. Van 
Kooten et al. (2005) found evidence pointing towards a fear of losing one’s share in the 
market as a driving force for forest certification. Similarly, other studies have found the 
security of market access to be a motivating factor for certification as well (Bass et al., 
2001; Owari et al., 2006; Moore et al., 2012). The greatest demand for these certified 
wood products is found in North American and European markets (Durst et al., 2006; 
Owari et al., 2006). To represent this, I have included the proportion of a country’s total 
forest products exported to North America and Europe to its total industrial roundwood 
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production. I hypothesize a positive relationship between the probability of FSC certified 
forests and the proportion of forest products exported to North America and Europe, as 
they are characterized by high consumer demand for certified forest products. 
 
Economic Development 
 
Economic development is an important factor in predicting the likelihood of forest 
certification for many reasons. Mellor (1998) claims that economic development is first 
necessary before the sustainable use of natural resources can follow. Impoverished 
populations will place pressure on forest resources due to their dependence on firewood 
and other forest products. Murphree (1993) found poverty to be both a determinant and a 
result of forest degradation. This is very much in line with the Environmental Kuznets 
Curve (EKC) hypothesis. The EKC hypothesis is the idea that as economic growth 
becomes less dependent on environmental capital and wealth grows, so does the pressure 
to both conserve and improve the environment (Kuznets, 1955). Building on studies that 
highlight the link between a country’s wealth and deforestation rates (Rudel, 2002; 
Meyer et al., 2003; Rudel et al., 2005), Ewers (2006) found increased income led to 
increases in forest cover. With decreased pressure on forest resources from reductions in 
poverty and increased economic development, forest certification may become more 
likely. In a literature review by Blackman (2010), strong correlations were found between 
per capita income and a firm’s voluntary decision to reduce emissions, leading to 
improved environmental performance (Pargal and Wheeler, 1996; Hartman, Huq, and 
Wheeler, 1997). These results suggest that income may be a driving force for voluntary 
improved environmental performance. For the reasons described above, gross national 
income per capita (GNI) has been included in the model as a proxy for the level of 
economic development, and I predict a positive correlation between FSC certified forest 
and GNI.  
 
Geographic Location and Habitat Type 
 
The FSC has received much criticism that it has failed to reach developing countries in 
the tropics (Molnar, 2003; Rametsteiner and Simula, 2003; Taylor, 2005; Klooster, 2005; 
Bell and Hindmoor, 2012) and that those countries in the global south are under-
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represented in FSC governance (Dingwerth, 2008). This may lead to greater obstacles in 
achieving FSC certification for forests located in tropical developing counties.  These 
criticisms suggest that FSC is predominantly located in developed countries with 
temperate and boreal forests. These forests were likely already being managed 
sustainably and costs to entry are of less concern in these developed countries (Durst et 
al., 2006). 
 
In an effort to account for both geographic location as well as habitat type, included in 
the model are six forested ecoregions. As defined by World Wildlife Fund, an ecoregion 
is a “large unit of land containing a geographically distinct assemblage of species, natural 
communities, and environmental conditions” (WWF, 2014). Those included in the model 
are: tropical and subtropical moist broadleaf forests; tropical and subtropical dry 
broadleaf forests; tropical and subtropical coniferous forests; temperate broadleaf and 
mixed forests; temperate coniferous forests; and Mediterranean forests, woodlands, and 
scrub. Boreal forests as an ecoregion have been omitted from the model, as they perfectly 
predict the presence of FSC forest certification within a country. It is important to note 
that these variables do no necessarily represent the type of forest that is FSC certified but 
rather represent a likelihood that the type of certified, or non-certified, forest within a 
country will be of that ecoregion (see Figure 9). The inclusion of these variables is to 
determine whether the presence of certain types of forested habitat influences the 
presence of FSC certification. 	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Figure	  9.	  Biomes	  of	  the	  world.	  Figure	  retrieved	  from	  UNEP	  (2009).	  	  	  
Tropical forests contain the highest biodiversity and so their conservation may be of 
greater value. However, some critics have claimed that due to this greater biodiversity, 
these types of forests are more difficult to manage (Durst et al., 2006). Temperate forests, 
with much lower biodiversity on the other hand, can be easier to manage and in turn the 
ease of meeting certification standards is greater (Durst et al., 2006). I hypothesize the 
presence of FSC certified forest to be positively correlated with temperate habitats and 
inversely related to those that are tropical. 
 
Forest Regulation and Ownership 
 
It is important to recognize that forest certification decisions are made at the landowner 
level rather than the state level. Therefore, I have included the share of non-government 
owned forest over total forest area as a proxy for private interest. A country could have a 
high percentage of forest area with little actual area available for private management. I 
predict the presence of FSC certified forest to be positively correlated with non-
government owned forest area.  
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Lastly, the model takes into account the existence of a national forest policy. Countries 
with existing forest regulations may already require that certain forest management 
standards be met. This may make it both easier and cheaper for forest owners to take the 
additional step to certification. Based on this, I hypothesize that the presence of FSC 
forest certification will be positively related to the existence of a national forest policy. 
 
Multivariate regression analysis of factors influencing FSC presence 
 
Logistic regression analysis was used to determine the different socio-economic, 
environmental, and institutional conditions that influence the presence of FSC certified 
forests within a country. The regression model is as follows:  	   ln 𝑦1− 𝑦 = 𝛽! + 𝛽!𝑥!! +⋯+ 𝛽!𝑥!" + 𝜀!   	  	  
The dependent variable 𝑦! is a binary variable signifying the presence of FSC certified 
forest within country  𝑗; 𝛽!   𝑘 = 1,… ,𝑛  are the parameters that will be estimated as 
described in Table 1; and 𝜀!~𝑁 0,𝜎  are the normally distributed error terms. In addition 
to examining those conditions that influence the presence of FSC within a country, I 
examine if the same variables influence the amount of certified area within a country. 
This additional analysis was conducted as a robustness check. The regression model for 
this portion of my analysis is as follows: 
 𝑌! = 𝛽!! + 𝛽!!𝑥!! +⋯+ 𝛽!"𝑥!" + 𝜀!" 	  (𝑖 =  FSC	  certification)	  	  
The dependent variable 𝑌!" is a measure of the amount of certified forest area under FSC 
within country 𝑗 (observations with zero certified area were increased to a have value of 
one); 𝛽!"   𝑘 = 1,… ,𝑛  are the parameters that will be estimated as described in Table 1; 
and 𝜀!~𝑁 0,𝜎  are the normally distributed error terms.  
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Results and Discussion 
 
The sample size ranged from 138 countries to 160 countries depending on the model and 
the observations that were available for the included variables. Countries with less than 
100,000 ha of forest were excluded.  A summary of the explanatory variables included in 
the models is presented in Table 1. This table also shows the predicted effect the 
explanatory variable will have on the presence of FSC forest certification within a 
country. 
 
The final logistic regression results for three different models are provided in Table 2. In 
all models, variables representing economic development and forest area ownership and 
regulation were not significant. Specifically, non-significant variables included gross 
national income per capita; the interaction term for the presence of a national forest 
Table	  1.	  Summary	  of	  variables	  included	  in	  the	  regression	  models:	   	   	   	  Variable	   Observations	   Mean	  	   Standard	  Deviation	   Minimum	   Maximum	   Expected	  Sign	  
Dependent	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  if	  FSC	  Certification	  =1	   167	   0.47	   0.50	   0	   1	   does	  not	  apply	  FSC	  Certified	  Area	   167	   809255.90	   3711405.00	   0	   35800000	   does	  not	  apply	  PEFC	  Certified	  Area	   167	   1545446.00	   9863070.00	   0	   120000000	   does	  not	  apply	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	  Socio-­‐Economic	  Regressors	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  Gross	  National	  Income	  per	  capita	  (US$/100)	   160	   123.08	   212.22	   1.90	   1869.50	   +	  Forest	  Exports	  to	  North	  America	  and	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Europe	  (%	  of	  total	  industrial	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  roundwood	  production/1000)	   167	   797.14	   2376.82	   0	   16244.98	   +	  Non-­‐Government	  Owned	  Forest	  (%	  of	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  total	  forest)	   150	   29.35	   32.47	   0	   100	   +	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	  Policy/Institutional	  Regressors	   	  	   	   	   	   	   	  	  Governance	  Performance	   160	   1.91	   0.64	   1	   3	   +	  Terrestrial	  Protected	  Areas	  (%	  of	  total	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  land	  area)	   161	   16.24	   12.21	   0.15	   61.29	   +	  UN-­‐REDD	  Program	  Involvement	   167	   0.32	   0.47	   0	   1	   +	  if	  National	  Forest	  Policy	  =1	   147	   0.79	   0.41	   0	   1	   +	  	   	   	   	   	   	   	  Environmental	  Regressors	   	  	   	   	   	   	   	  	  Number	  of	  Threatened	  Species	  (per	  land	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  area/100)	   166	   0.73	   7.77	   0	   100	   +	  if	  Tropical	  and	  Subtropical	  Moist	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Broadleaf	  Forests	  =1	   167	   0.40	   0.49	   0	   1	   -­‐	  if	  Tropical	  and	  Subtropical	  Dry	  Broadleaf	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Forests	  =1	   167	   0.14	   0.35	   0	   1	   -­‐	  if	  Tropical	  and	  Subtropical	  Coniferous	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Forests	  =1	   167	   0.09	   0.29	   0	   1	   -­‐	  if	  Temperate	  Broadleaf	  and	  Mixed	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Forests	  =1	   167	   0.16	   0.37	   0	   1	   +	  if	  Mediterranean	  Forests,	  Woodlands,	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Scrub	  =1	   167	   0.17	   0.37	   0	   1	   +	  if	  Temperate	  Coniferous	  Forests	  =1	   167	   0.19	   0.39	   0	   1	   +	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policy coupled with high governance performance; and the share of non-government 
owned forest. There was no significant effect of the number of threatened species per 
land area and the presence of four ecoregions (tropical and subtropical moist broadleaf 
forests; tropical and subtropical dry forests; temperate coniferous forests; and 
Mediterranean forests, woodlands, and scrub) in any of the models. The presence of 
tropical and subtropical coniferous forest and the percent of terrestrial protected areas 
were significant at the 0.05 or better level. The remainder of this paper discusses the 
variables that were statistically significant at 1% or higher (i.e., p-values of 0.01 or 
lower). 
 
Governance Performance 
 
Governance performance is positively correlated with the presence of FSC certified 
forest. As predicted, these results suggest the link between forest owners seeking 
certification and the ease with which this can be accomplished. There are increased 
incentives to certify when the proper conditions are in place, such as tenure security, 
economic stability, voice and accountability, and the quality of regulation and 
enforcement that contribute to a high level of governance performance.  
 
Social Pressure and Environmental Awareness  
 
In support of my original hypothesis, countries that have UN-REDD National Programs 
or are UN-REDD Program partner countries have a greater likelihood of having FSC 
certified forests. Involvement in UN-REDD activities likely signals a country’s openness 
to conservation efforts as well as awareness of the role of forests in the provision of 
ecosystem services that benefit local communities. Participation in the UN-REDD 
program may educate communities on the importance of maintaining forest integrity, 
placing value on the practice of environmental stewardship. As the recognition of the 
benefits of sustainable forest management spreads, coupled with possible societal 
pressures, forest managers may be more likely to seek FSC certification. 
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Table	  2.	  Presence	  of	  FSC	  certified	  forest:	  Logistic	  regression	  results	   	  	   	  	  Explanatory	  Variable	   	  	   	  	   	  	  
Governance Performance 
1.596 2.064 3.464 
(2.99)** (3.08)** (3.19)** 
Forest Exports to North America and Europe (% of total production) 
0.015 0.014 0.014 
(4.05)** (3.65)** (2.94)** 
UN-REDD Program Participation 
2.646 3.424 3.39 
(4.73)** (4.53)** (3.12)** 
Terrestrial Protected Areas (% of total land area) 
 0.055 0.099 
 (2.14)* (2.29)* 
if	  Temperate	  and	  Broadleaf	  Mixed	  Forests	  =1	    3.635 5.33  (3.07)** (3.06)** 
if	  Tropical	  and	  Subtropical	  Coniferous	  Forests	  =1	    -2.136 -2.652  (2.38)* (2.25)* 
if	  Tropical	  and	  Subtropical	  Dry	  Forests	  =1	    1.753 2.586  (2.27)* (2.42)* 
if	  Tropical	  and	  Subtropical	  Moist	  Forests	  =1	     1.219   -1.22 
if	  Mediterranean	  Forests,	  Woodlands,	  and	  Scrub	  =1	     -0.111   -0.06 
if	  Temperate	  Coniferous	  Forests	  =1	     1.884   -1.06 
Gross	  National	  Income	  (per	  capita)	     -0.009   -0.9 
Number	  of	  Threatened	  Species	  (per	  land	  area)	     -2.497   -1.13 
Non-­‐Government	  Owned	  Forest	  (%	  of	  total	  forest)	     0.006   -0.51 
if	  National	  Forest	  Policy	  =1	     0.651   -0.49 
_cons 
-5.402 -7.957 -12.28 
(4.52)** (4.56)** (3.81)** 
Number of Observations 160 158 138 *	  Indicates	  statistical	  significance	  at	  0.10.	   	   	   	  **	  Indicates	  statistical	  significance	  at	  0.05.	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Market Influence 
 
Countries that export a higher value of forest products to Europe and North America are 
more likely to have FSC certified forests. Forest operations in countries without a strong 
link to these markets, may face too high a barrier to entry to consider certification worth 
it. Previous studies have shown a lack of a price premium on FSC certified wood 
products and of those that have found a relationship, the price increase was minimal and 
unlikely to cover fees necessary for certification, particularly for small-scale operations 
(Swallow and Sedio, 2002; Taylor, 2005; Van Kooten et al., 2005).  
 
This may also signify the influence of consumer demand. Despite a lack in willingness to 
pay for certified wood products, previous literature has shown that consumer demand for 
certified wood products does exist and is growing (Peck, 2002; Taylor, 2005). As 
consumer preference for certified forest products grows, forest managers may be more 
likely to obtain FSC certification to ensure their continued position in the market and 
trade with these countries. Consumers in Canada, the United States, and many European 
countries have expressed strong environmental values, placing pressure on large 
companies to partake in corporate responsibility measures (Peck, 2002; Durst et al., 
2006). Consumers influence retailers who in turn determine what products they source 
and from where. Additionally, FSC specifically focuses on large-scale buyers as a 
method of spreading their certification (Taylor, 2005). Large retailers can have a very 
strong influence depending on their market share. For example, Home Depot and IKEA 
played an important role in the spread of FSC certification among forest managers in 
Mexico (Klooster, 2005). This might support the idea that smaller forest management 
operations are not seeking certification as often. These smaller-scale operations are not 
able to supply large retailers who are requesting FSC certified products in response to 
consumer demand and FSC promotion, and so they remain outside of the sphere of 
influence (Taylor, 2005). While the FSC is working to improve the inclusion of small-
scale operations and those located in the global south, based on these results, further 
efforts must be considered. 
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Geographic Location and Habitat Type 
 
Countries with temperate broadleaf and mixed forests are more likely to have FSC 
certified forests. Much of this type of habitat is located in China, North America, Russia, 
the Caucasus, Europe, and the Himalayas and is characterized by species such as oak, 
beech, birch, and maple mixed with evergreens (Olson and Dinerstein, 2002). Temperate 
forests are generally less diverse than for example tropical forests (Newton and 
Featherstone, 2005). Due to this lower diversity, the standards required to meet 
certification may be easier to achieve (Durst et al., 2006). Such incentives may lead forest 
managers to seek certification or make it easier for them to receive certification for the 
land they are sustainably managing.  This is one likely explanation as to why we see a 
positive relationship between this biome and the probability of FSC certified forests.  
 
Additionally, much of this type of forest is located in countries with high economic 
development where land values are likely to be high, especially when coupled with 
agricultural value (Newton and Featherstone, 2005). Therefore, it is possible that 
economic development is accompanied by a greater sense of environmental stewardship 
by forest managers in these regions: they seek certification because they recognize the 
long-term benefits of the forest. 
 
Factors influencing amount of FSC  
 
The parameters included in the preferred model, as determined above, were also used in 
ordinary least squares regression to determine their influence on the amount of certified 
forest area within a country. The detailed results can be found in Table 3. All variables 
that were significant in the previous model remained statistically significant at 5% or 
higher (i.e., p-values of 0.05 or lower).
22	  	  
 
 
  
 
 
 
Table	  3.	  FSC	  certified	  forest	  area:	  Ordinary	  Least	  Squares	  regression	  results	  
	   	  Explanatory	  Variable	         
Governance Performance 
3.839 2.97 2.842 
(5.16)** (4.16)** (2.95)** 
Forest Exports to North America and Europe (% of total production) 
0.001 0.001 0 
(3.59)** (3.45)** (2.23)* 
UN-REDD Program Participation 
3.177 4.166 3.72 
(3.46)** (4.58)** (3.32)** 
Terrestrial Protected Areas (% of total land area) 
 0.088 0.104 
 (2.49)* (2.65)** 
if	  Temperate	  and	  Broadleaf	  Mixed	  Forests	  =1	    6.04 6.54  (5.47)** (5.33)** 
if	  Tropical	  and	  Subtropical	  Coniferous	  Forests	  =1	    -4.403 -4.446  (2.95)** (2.51)* 
if	  Tropical	  and	  Subtropical	  Dry	  Forests	  =1	    2.441 3.223  (2.04)* (2.48)* 
if	  Tropical	  and	  Subtropical	  Moist	  Forests	  =1	     0.845   -0.76 
if	  Mediterranean	  Forests,	  Woodlands,	  and	  Scrub	  =1	     0.951   -0.75 
if	  Temperate	  Coniferous	  Forests	  =1	     1.642   -1.32 
Gross	  National	  Income	  (per	  capita)	     -0.001   -0.19 
Number	  of	  Threatened	  Species	  (per	  land	  area)	     -3.141   (2.03)* 
Non-­‐Government	  Owned	  Forest	  (%	  of	  total	  forest)	     0.015   -1.06 
if	  National	  Forest	  Policy	  =1	     0.622   -0.58 
_cons 
-2.968 -3.845 -5.026 
(1.99)* (2.80)** (2.79)** 
R2 0.31 0.45 0.5 
Number of Observations 160 158 138 *	  Indicates	  statistical	  significance	  at	  0.10.	  
	   	   	  **	  Indicates	  statistical	  significance	  at	  0.05.	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One concern could be that other forms of certification – e.g., PEFC - are substituting for 
FSC certification. In Table 4 of the Appendix, I report detailed results for application of 
the same model as in Table 3, but using the amount of PEFC certified forest area as the 
dependent variable. Results indicate that only governance performance, forest exports to 
North America and Europe, and gross national income remain statistically significant at 
1% or higher (i.e., p-values of 0.01 or lower). 
 
Conclusions 
 
Through an improved understanding of the context under which forest certification is 
sought, I have identified in-country factors correlated with the adoption of this 
certification. My results support findings of previous literature (e.g., Van Kooten et al., 
2005) that the socio-economic and institutional context within a country is of particular 
importance in terms of its influence on forest certification decisions at the landowner 
level. I add to this literature by showing that the existence of conservation initiatives and 
environmental awareness are significantly correlated with FSC. Explanatory factors 
include increased social pressure to act in an environmentally responsible manner as well 
as a sense of environmental stewardship among forest owners and managers in locations 
with conservation initiatives and environmental awareness. 
 
The amount of forest exports to North America and Europe had a positive relationship 
with the likelihood that firms or forest landowners would seek FSC certification.  In the 
absence of a price premium, this may point to a firm’s desire to retain its market share 
due to the high demand for certified wood products from these regions. This signifies the 
importance of opening forestry trade channels between Europe and North America and 
those countries in which FSC has yet to establish a presence.  
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Figure	  10.	  The	  conversion	  of	  original	  forested	  biomes.	  Future	  projections	  are	  based	  on	  four	  scenarios	  as	  estimated	  in	  the	  Millennium	  Ecosystem	  Assessment	  2005.	  This	  figure	  is	  based	  on	  a	  similar	  figure	  extracted	  from	  UNEP	  (2009)	  and	  reconstructed	  for	  clarity.	  	  	  
Lastly, the significance of habitat type on the likelihood of FSC certification has 
implications for the scope of FSC. From a historical perspective, temperate broadleaf and 
mixed forests underwent significant land conversion prior to the 1950s. This may likely 
be one of the driving factors for the increased responsible management of forests in 
countries with this biome present. However, in terms of future projected losses according 
to the 2005 Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, this biome is not of particular concern 
(see Figure 10). On the other hand, tropical and sub-tropical coniferous forests are likely 
to experience significant losses over the next 35 years. Results of this study found a 
significant negative relationship between tropical and sub-tropical coniferous forests and 
the likelihood of FSC forest certification. It is encouraging that forest managers in 
countries with this type of biome are participating in FSC certification. If FSC certified 
forests are already present in a country then it is likely that certification throughout that 
country, and across this biome, can spread with greater ease. Landowners are more likely 
to be familiar with FSC and the social and institutional context of the country likely 
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satisfies the needs of certification. Tropical and subtropical dry forests, tropical and 
subtropical moist forests, and temperate coniferous forests are also projected to undergo 
significant forest loss by 2050. FSC should target landowners of these forests types.	  	  
 
Implications and Future Research 
 
This study contributes to understanding of the context in which firms and landowners 
seek forest certification. Due to the continued high rates of deforestation and forest 
degradation, as well as increased pressures on habitats and forest-dependent people from 
climate change and population growth, we face a critical need for implementing and 
evaluating new and creative conservation mechanisms (Ferraro & Pattanayak, 2006; 
Pattanayak et al., 2010). This study identifies in-country factors correlated with the 
implementation of forest certification. FSC can be expanded by addressing factors that 
may inhibit adoption practices, such as the lack of awareness of forest certification, 
barriers to market entry, and the ease of certification. If FSC is to become an effective 
conservation tool, ultimately, FSC implementation must be accompanied by rigorous, 
empirical research on whether FSC reduces deforestation and improves local livelihoods 
(Miteva et al., 2014).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
26	  	  
Acknowledgements 
This paper has benefited greatly from the guidance and encouragement of many people 
along the way. I would like to thank Marion Karmann from the FSC International Center, 
Germany, for responding to my inquiries and providing some of the data essential to the 
complexity of this analysis. Thank you to Jeffrey Vincent for his experienced insight and 
valuable suggestions on the formulation of the model. I would like to thank my advisor, 
Subhrendu K. Pattanayak, for his support to pursue my interests in the initial stages of 
this project as well as his assistance and advice throughout. Lastly, I would like to thank 
family and friends for their continued encouragement and eagerness to review my work 
with fresh eyes.  
27	  	  
References 
 
Aden, J., Hong, A.K. and M. Rock. (1999). What is driving the pollution abatement  
expenditure behavior of manufacturing plants in Korea? World Development  
27(7):1203–14. 
 
Baldwin, S. (2001). Sustainable or certified forestry? Timber Mart-South Market  
Newsletter 6(2). 
 
Bass, S., Thornber, K., Markopoulos, M., Roberts, S., and M. Grieg-Gran. (2001).  
Certification’s impacts on forests, stakeholders and supply chains. International 
Institute for Environment and Development, London.  
 
Basu, A. and N.C. Nayak. (2011). Underlying causes of forest cover change in Odisha,  
India. Forest Policy and Economics. 13(7) 563-569. 
 
Bell, S. and A. Hindmoor. (2012). Governance without government? The case of the  
forest stewardship council. Public Administration 90(1):144-159.  
 
Blackman, A. (2010). Alternative pollution control policies in developing countries.  
Review of Environmental Economics and Policy 4(2): 234-253.  
 
Blackman, A., and G.J. Bannister. (1998). Community pressure and clean technology in  
the informal sector: An econometric analysis of the adoption of propane by  
traditional Mexican brickmakers. Journal of Environmental Economics and  
Management 35(1):1–21. 
 
Cannon, C.H., Peart, D.R., and M. Leighton. (1998). Tree species diversity in  
commercially logged Bornean rainforest. Science 281: 1366–1368. 
 
Castillo, G. and K. Gurney. (2013). A sensitivity analysis of surface biophysical, carbon,  
and climate impacts of tropical deforestation rates in CCSM4-CNDV. Journal of  
Climate 26: 805-821.  
 
Chen, J. and J.L. Innes. (2013). The implications of new forest tenure reforms and  
forestry property markets for sustainable forest management and forest 
certification in China. Journal of Environmental Management 129: 206-215. 
 
Chen, J., Innes, J.L., and A. Tikina. (2010). Private cost-benefits of voluntary forest  
product certification. International Forestry Review 12(1): 1-12.  
 
Cramer, W., Bondeau, A., Schaphoff, S., Lucht, W., Smith, B. and S. Sitch. (2004).  
Tropical forests and the global carbon cycle: impacts of atmospheric carbon  
dioxide, climate change and rate of deforestation. Philosophical Transactions:  
Biological Sciences 359(1443): 331-343. 
 
28	  	  
Dingwerth, K. (2008). North–south parity in global governance: The affirmative  
procedures of the Forest Stewardship Council. Global Governance 14(1) 53–71. 
 
Durst, P.B., Mckenzie, P.J., Brown, C.L. and A. Appanah. (2006). Challenges facing  
certification and eco-labeling of forest products in developing countries. 
International Forestry Review 8(2): 193-200. 
 
Edwards, D.P., Ansell, F.A., Ahmad, A.H., Nilus, R., and K.C. Hamer. (2009). The value  
of rehabilitating logged rainforest for birds. Conservation Biology 23, 1628–1633. 
 
Edwards, D.P., Larsen, T.H., Docherty, T.D.S., Ansell, F.A., Hsu, W.W., Derhé, M.A.,  
Hamer, K.C., and D.S. Wilcove. (2011). Degraded lands worth protecting: the  
biological importance of Southeast Asia’s repeatedly logged forests. Proceedings  
of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences 278: 82–90. 
 
Ewers, R. M. (2006). Interaction effects between economic development and forest cover  
determine deforestation rates. Global Environmental Change 16(2006) 161-169. 
 
FAO. (2010). Global forest resources assessment 2010: Key findings. United Nations  
Food and Agriculture Organization, Rome, Italy.  
 
Ferraro, P.J., Lawlor, K., Mullan, K.L., and S.K. Pattanayak. (2012). Forest figures: A  
review of ecosystem services valuation and policies in developing countries.  
Review of Environmental Economics and Policy. 6(1): 20 – 44. 
 
Ferraro, P.J., and S.K. Pattanayak. (2006). Money for nothing? A call for empirical  
evaluation of biodiversity conservation investments. PLOS Biology 4(4): e105  
(0482-0488). 
 
FSC. (2014a). Forest Stewardship Council International. Retrieved March 2014, from  
https://ic.fsc.org/.  
 
FSC. (2014b). Global FSC certificates: type and distribution March 2014. Forest  
Stewardship Council International, Bonn, Germany.  
 
Hartman, R., Huq, M. and D. Wheeler. (1997). Why paper mills clean up: Determinants  
of pollution abatement in four Asian countries. Policy Research Department 
Working Paper 1710, World Bank, Washington, DC. 
 
Hoffmann, M., Hilton-Taylor, C., Angulo, A., Böhm, M., and T.M. Brooks. (2010). The  
impact of conservation on the status of the world’s vertebrates. Science 
330(6010): 1503–9. 
29	  	  
Humphries, S., Vlosky, R.P., and D. Carter. (2001). Certified wood products merchants  
in the United States: A comparison between 1995 and 1998. Forest Products 
Journal 51(6): 32-38.  
 
Hysing, E. (2009). Governing with government? The private governance of forest  
certification in Sweden. Public Administration 87(2): 312-326. 
 
Kaufmann, D., Kraay, A. and M. Mastruzzi (2010).  "The Worldwide Governance  
Indicators : A Summary of Methodology, Data and Analytical Issues". World 
Bank Policy Research Working Paper No. 5430. 
 
Kiekens, J.P. (2000). Forest certification. Engineered Wood Products Journal (Spring). 
 
Klooster, D. (2005). Environmental certification of forests: The evolution of  
environmental governance in a commodity network. Journal of Rural Studies 
21(4): 403–17. 
 
Kuznets, S. (1955). Economic growth and income inequality. The American Economic  
Review 45(1): 1-28.  
 
Leslie, A.D. (2004). The impacts and mechanics of certification. International Forestry  
Review, 6(1): 30-39.  
 
Lewis, J.J., Pattanayak, S.K., Colvin, J., Sasser, E., and E. Vergnano. (2014). Selling  
stoves. Explaining patterns in global supply. Working paper. Duke University. 
 
Lin, L., Pattanayak, S.K., Sills, E.O and W. Sunderlin. (2012). Site selection for forest  
carbon projects. Chapter 12 in A. Angelsen, M. Brockhaus, W. Sunderlin and L. 
Verchot (ed.) Analyzing REDD. Center for International Forestry. 
 
Mellor, J.W. (1998). The intertwining of environmental problems and poverty.  
Environment 30(9): 8-16.  
 
Millennium Ecosystem Assessment. (2005). Ecosystems and Human Well-Being: Current  
State and Trends (Island Press, Washington, DC).  
 
Miteva, D., Loucks, C. and S.K. Pattanayak. (2014). Impacts of forest certification in  
Indonesia. Working paper. Duke University, Durham, NC. 
 
Miteva, D., Pattanayak, S.K., and P.J. Ferraro. (2012). Evaluation of biodiversity policy  
instruments: What works and what doesn’t? Oxford Review of Economics and  
Policy 28(2): 69-92. 
 
Medjibe, V.P., Putz, F.E. and C. Romero. (2013). Certified and uncertified logging  
concessions compared in Gabon: changes in stand structure, tree species, and 
biomass. Environmental management 51: 524–40. 
30	  	  
Meyer, A.L., Van Kooten, G.C. and S. Wang. (2003). Institutional, social and economic  
roots of deforestation: a cross-country comparison. International Forestry Review 
5:29-37. 
 
Molnar, A. (2003). Forest certification and communities. International Forestry Review  
6(2): 173-180.  
 
Moore, S.E., Cubbage, F. and C. Eicheldinger. (2012). Impacts of Forest Stewardship  
Council (FSC) and Sustainable Forestry Initiative (SFI) Forest Certification in 
North America. Journal of Forestry 110(2): 79-88.  
 
Murphree, M. (1993). Communal land wildlife resources and rural district council  
revenues. Univeristy of Zimbabwe, CASS. Harare.  
 
Myers, N., Mittermeier, R.A., Mittermeier, C.G., da Fonseca, G.A.B., and J. Kent.  
(2000). Biodiversity Hotspots for Conservation Priorities. Nature 403(6772): 
853–858. 
 
Newton A. and A.W. Featherstone. (2005). Restoring temperate forests. In Mansourian S,  
Vallauri D, Dudley N, editors. Forest restoration in landscapes. Beyond planting 
trees. New York (NY): Springer. P 320-330.  
 
Olson, D.M. and E. Dinerstein. (2002). The Global 200: Priority ecoregions for global  
conservation. Annals of the Missouri Botanical Garden 89(2):199-224. 
 
Owari, T., Juslin, H., Rummukainen, A. and T. Yoshimura. (2006). Strategies, functions  
and benefits of forest certification in wood products marketing: Perspectives of 
Finnish suppliers. Forest Policy and Economics 9(4): 380-391.  
 
Pargal, S. and D. Wheeler. (1996). Informal regulation of industrial pollution in  
developing countries: Evidence from Indonesia. Journal of Political Economy 
106(6):1314–27.  
 
Pattanayak, S.K., S. Wunder, and PJ Ferraro. 2010.  Show me the money:  Do payments 
supply ecosystem services in developing countries? Review of Environmental 
Economics and Policy 4(2):254-274. 
 
Pattanayak, S.K. (2009). Rough guide to impact evaluation of environmental and  
development programs. SANDEE Working Paper 40.  
 
Pattanayak, S.K. and K.J. Wendland. (2007). Nature's care: Diarrhea, watershed  
protection and biodiversity conservation in Flores, Indonesia. Biodiversity and 
Conservation 16(10): 2801-2819. 
 
Pattanayak, S.K. and R. Kramer. (2001). Worth of watersheds:  A producer surplus  
approach for valuing drought control in eastern Indonesia. Environment and 
31	  	  
Development Economics 6(1):123-45. 
 
Pattberg, P. (2005). What role for private rule-making in global environmental  
governance? Analyzing the Forest Stewardship Council (FSC). International 
Environmental Agreements 5(2): 175–89. 
 
Peck, T. (2002). The international timber trade. Forest Products Journal 52(9): 10-19.  
 
Pfaff, A., Amacher, G.S. and E.O. Sills. (2013). Realistic REDD: Improving the forest  
impacts of domestic policies in different settings. Review of Environmental 
Economics and Policy 7(1): 114-135.  
 
Putz, F.E., Zuidema, P.A., Synnott, T., Peña-Claros, M., Pinard, M.A., Sheil, D.,  
Vanclay, J.K., Sist, P., Gourlet-Fleury, S., Griscom, B., Palmer, J. and R. Zagt.  
(2012). Sustaining conservation values in selectively logged tropical forests: the  
attained and the attainable. Conservation Letters 5: 296–303. 
 
Rametsteiner, E. and M. Simula. (2003). Forest certification – an instrument to promote  
sustainable forest management? Journal of Environmental Management 67: 87-
98. 
 
Romero, C., Putz, F.E., Guariguata, M.R., Sills, E.O., Cerutti, P.O., and G. Lescuyer.  
(2013). An overview of current knowledge about the impacts of forest 
management cerfication: A proposed framework for its evaluation. Center for 
International Forestry Research (CIFOR), Bogor, Indonesia.  
 
Rudel, T.K. (2002). Paths of destruction and regeneration: Globalization and forests in  
the tropics. Rural Sociology 63: 533-552.  
 
Rudel, T.K, Coomes, O.T., Moran, E., Achard, F., Angelsen, A., Xu, J. and E. Lambin.  
(2005). Forest transitions: towards a global understanding of land use change. 
Global Environmental Change 15(1): 23-31. 
 
Swallow, S.K. and R.A. Sedjo. (2002). Voluntary eco-labeling and the price premium.  
Land Economics 78: 272-284.  
 
Taylor, P.L. (2005). In the market but not of it: Fair trade coffee and Forest Stewardship  
Council certification as market-based social change. World Development 33(1): 
129-147.  
 
Teitelbaum, S. and S. Wyatt. (2013). Is forest certification delivering on First Nation  
issues? The effectiveness of the FSC standard in advancing First Nations’ rights  
in the boreal forests of Ontario and Quebec, Canada. Forest Policy and 
Economics, 27: 23-33. 
 
 
	   	   32	  
 
Trumper, K., Bertzky, M., Dickson, B., van der Heijden, G., Jenkins, M. and P. Manning.  
(2009). The Natural Fix? The role of ecosystems in climate mitigation. A UNEP  
rapid response assessment. United Nations Environment Program, UNEP- 
WCMC, Cambridge, UK.   
 
UNEP. (2009). Vital Forest Graphics. United Nations Environment Program, Nairobi,  
Kenya.   
 
UN-REDD Program. (2014). UN-REDD Program Regions and Partner Countries.  
Retrieved March 2014, from  
http://www.un-redd.org/Partner_Countries/tabid/102663/Default.aspx 
  
Van Kooten, G.C., Nelson, H.W. and I. Vertinsky. (2005). Certification of sustainable  
forest management practices: a global perspective on why countries certify. 
Forest Policy and Economics 7:857-867.  
 
World Resources Institute. (2014). Forests: Sustaining forests for people and planet.  
Retrieved March 2014, from http://www.wri.org/our-work/topics/forests.  
 
WWF. (2012). Living Forests Report 2012. World Wildlife Fund International, Gland,  
Switerland.  
 
WWF. (2014). Ecoregions. Retrieved March 2014, from http://worldwildlife.org/biomes.  
 
Zagt, R.J., Sheil, D. and F.E. Putz. (2010). Biodiversity conservation in certified forests:  
An overview, in: Biodiversity Conservation in Certified Forests.  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
33	  	  
Appendix	  
	  
	  
Table	  4.	  PEFC	  certified	  forest	  area:	  Ordinary	  Least	  Squares	  regression	  results	  
	   	  Explanatory	  Variable	         
Governance Performance 
2.167 1.854 0.544 
(4.09)** (3.36)** -0.69 
Forest Exports to North America and Europe (% of total production) 
0.001 0.001 0.001 
(9.11)** (8.94)** (5.60)** 
UN-REDD Program Participation 
-1.278 -0.707 -0.319 
-1.95 -1 -0.35 
Terrestrial Protected Areas (% of total land area) 
 0.043 0.047 
 -1.56 -1.47 
if	  Temperate	  and	  Broadleaf	  Mixed	  Forests	  =1	    2.141 1.715  (2.51)* -1.72 
if	  Tropical	  and	  Subtropical	  Coniferous	  Forests	  =1	    -1.329 -1.012  -1.15 -0.7 
if	  Tropical	  and	  Subtropical	  Dry	  Forests	  =1	    -0.457 -0.144  -0.49 -0.14 
if	  Tropical	  and	  Subtropical	  Moist	  Forests	  =1	     0.311   -0.35 
if	  Mediterranean	  Forests,	  Woodlands,	  and	  Scrub	  =1	     0.56   -0.54 
if	  Temperate	  Coniferous	  Forests	  =1	     1.45   -1.43 
Gross	  National	  Income	  (per	  capita)	     0.009   (2.72)** 
Number	  of	  Threatened	  Species	  (per	  land	  area)	     -1.392   -1.11 
Non-­‐Government	  Owned	  Forest	  (%	  of	  total	  forest)	     0.015   -1.27 
if	  National	  Forest	  Policy	  =1	     -0.197   -0.23 
_cons 
-2.323 -2.697 -1.642 
(2.19)* (2.54)* -1.12 
R2 0.55 0.58 0.62 
Number of Observations 160 158 138 *	  Indicates	  statistical	  significance	  at	  0.10.	  
	   	   	  **	  Indicates	  statistical	  significance	  at	  0.05.	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Table	  5.	  Sources	  of	  the	  data	  used	  to	  formulate	  variables	  included	  in	  the	  regression	  analysis.	  Variable	   Source	  
Dependent	   	  	  if	  FSC	  Certification	  =1	   FSC.	  (2014).	  Global	  FSC	  certificates:	  type	  and	  distribution	  March	  2014.	  Forest	  Stewardship	  Council	  International,	  Bonn,	  Germany.	  	  
FSC	  Certified	  Area	   FSC.	  (2014).	  Global	  FSC	  certificates:	  type	  and	  distribution	  March	  2014.	  Forest	  Stewardship	  Council	  International,	  Bonn,	  Germany.	  Annual	  FSC	  certified	  area	  data	  provided	  by	  Marion	  Karmann	  from	  the	  FSC	  International	  Center,	  Germany	  (personal	  communication,	  January,	  2014).	  	  PEFC	  Certified	  Area	   PEFC.	  (2014).	  PEFC	  global	  statistics:	  SFM	  &	  CoC	  certification.	  PEFC	  International,	  Geneva,	  Switzerland.	  	  	   	  Socio-­‐Economic	  Regressors	   	  	  Gross	  National	  Income	  per	  capita	  (US$/100)	   The	  World	  Bank.	  Data.	  Retrieved	  March	  2014,	  from	  http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/all.	  	  Forest	  Exports	  to	  North	  America	  and	  Europe	  (%	  of	  total	  industrial	  roundwood	  production/1000)	   FAOSTAT.	  ForesSTAT	  and	  Forestry	  Trade	  Flows.	  FAO	  Statistics	  Division.	  Retrieved	  March	  2014,	  from	  http://faostat.fao.org/site/628/default.aspx.	  Non-­‐Government	  Owned	  Forest	  (%	  of	  total	  forest)	   FAO.	  Global	  Forest	  Resources	  Assessment	  2010.	  Retrieved	  March	  2014,	  from	  http://www.fao.org/forestry/fra/fra2010/en/	  	   	  Policy/Institutional	  Regressors	   	  	  Governance	  Performance	   The	  World	  Bank	  Group.	  The	  Worldwide	  Governance	  Indicators,	  2013.	  Retrieved	  March	  2014,	  from	  http://www.govindicators.org	  Terrestrial	  Protected	  Areas	  (%	  of	  total	  land	  area)	   The	  World	  Bank.	  Data.	  Retrieved	  March	  2014,	  from	  http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/all.	  	  UN-­‐REDD	  Program	  Involvement	   UN-­‐REDD	  Programme.	  UN-­‐REDD	  Program	  Regions	  and	  Partner	  Countries.	  Retreived	  March	  2014,	  from	  http://www.un-­‐redd.org/Partner_Countries/tabid/102663/Default.aspx	  National	  Forest	  Policy	   FAO.	  (2010).	  Global	  Forest	  Resources	  Assessment	  2010.	  United	  Nations	  Food	  and	  Agriculture	  Organization,	  Rome,	  Italy.	  	  	   	  Environmental	  Regressors	   	  	  Number	  of	  Threatened	  Species	  (per	  land	  area/100)	   The	  World	  Bank.	  Data.	  Retrieved	  March	  2014,	  from	  http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/all.	  	  if	  Tropical	  and	  Subtropical	  Moist	  Broadleaf	  Forests	  =1	   Olson,	  D.	  M.,	  Dinerstein,	  E.	  2002.	  The	  Global	  200:	  Priority	  ecoregions	  for	  global	  conservation.	  Annals	  of	  the	  Missouri	  Botanical	  Garden	  89(2):199-­‐224.	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if	  Tropical	  and	  Subtropical	  Dry	  Broadleaf	  Forests	  =1	   Olson,	  D.	  M.,	  Dinerstein,	  E.	  2002.	  The	  Global	  200:	  Priority	  ecoregions	  for	  global	  conservation.	  Annals	  of	  the	  Missouri	  Botanical	  Garden	  89(2):199-­‐224.	  if	  Tropical	  and	  Subtropical	  Coniferous	  Forests	  =1	   Olson,	  D.	  M.,	  Dinerstein,	  E.	  2002.	  The	  Global	  200:	  Priority	  ecoregions	  for	  global	  conservation.	  Annals	  of	  the	  Missouri	  Botanical	  Garden	  89(2):199-­‐224.	  if	  Temperate	  Broadleaf	  and	  Mixed	  Forests	  =1	   Olson,	  D.	  M.,	  Dinerstein,	  E.	  2002.	  The	  Global	  200:	  Priority	  ecoregions	  for	  global	  conservation.	  Annals	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  the	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  Mediterranean	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   Olson,	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  M.,	  Dinerstein,	  E.	  2002.	  The	  Global	  200:	  Priority	  ecoregions	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  global	  conservation.	  Annals	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  2002.	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